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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed 23 April 2007, to 
the Original Application, filed 16 October 2003. 

2. The objection to the disclosure has been withdrawn as necessitated by 
amendment. 

3. The objections to claims 13-14, 16-17, 21-22, 26-27, 35-40, 55, 57-58, 64, 67-70, 
and 77-79 have been withdrawn as necessitated by amendment. 

4. Claims 1-5, 7, 1 1-32, 35-37, 45, 53-59, 72-74 and 78 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 101. 

5. Claims 1 -5, 7, 1 1 , 1 2, 1 8, 20, 28, 36, 37, 45-47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 
79 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bates et al., U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. US 2002/0133514 A1 (hereinafter, "Bates"). 

6. Claims 14, 23 and 56 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bates, in view of Carswell et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication 
No. US 2002/0065720 A1 (hereinafter, Carswell). 
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7. Claims 1-5, 7, 1 1-32, 35-41 , 45-47, 49, 53-74, and 77-79 are pending. Claims 6, 
8-10, 33-34, 42-44, 48, 50-52, and 75-76 have been withdrawn. Claims 1, 3, 38, 45, 
and 46 are independent claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

8. Claims 1-5, 7, 1 1-32, 35-37, 45, 53-59, 72-74 and 78 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1, 2 and 36: 

The language of the claims raise a question as to whether the claims are directed 
merely to an abstract idea that would not result in a practical application producing a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 
35 U.S.C. 101. 

In summary, Claim 1 recites an "apparatus" that detects links. The recited 
"apparatus" comprises only software modules and does not comprise any type of 
hardware. Thus, the recited invention is computer software per se. 
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A computer program is merely a set of instructions capable of being executed by 
a computer. The computer program itself is not a statutory process in that it does not 
include the computer-readable medium needed to realize the functionality of the 
computer program. Thus, as currently recited, Claim 1 is directed to an abstract idea 
that does not produce a concrete, useful and tangible result. 

Claims 2 and 36 merely recite further functions of the previously recited software 
modules and do not recite any type of hardware. Thus, the recited invention of Claims 2 
and 36 is also computer software per se. 

Moreover, as currently recited, Claim 1 is directed to an abstract idea that does 
not produce a useful, concrete and tangible result because the recited subject matter 
fails to produce a result that is limited to having real-world value. In other words, the 
Claim 1 recites a result that is abstract in nature (e.g., a thought, a computation or 
manipulated data). 

Specifically, Claim 1 provides the abstract result of detecting a link. This 
produced result remains in the abstract and thus fails to achieve the required status of 
having real-world value. 

Claims 2 and 36 further define the abstract result of detecting a link. However, 
the further defined results remain in the abstract and thus fail to achieve the required 
status of having real-world value. 
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Claims 3-5, 7, 1 1-32, 35 and 37: 

The language of the claims raise a question as to whether the claims are directed 
merely to an abstract idea that would not result in a practical application producing a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 
35 U.S.C. 101. 

In summary, Claim 3 recites an "apparatus" that stores information and detects 
links. The recited "apparatus" comprises only software modules and does not comprise 
any type of hardware. Thus, the recited invention is computer software per se. 

A computer program is merely a set of instructions capable of being executed by 
a computer. The computer program itself is not a statutory process in that it does not 
include the computer-readable medium needed to realize the functionality of the 
computer program. Thus, as currently recited, Claim 3 is directed to an abstract idea 
that does not produce a concrete, useful and tangible result. 

Claims 4, 5, 7, 11-32, 35 and 37 merely recite further functions of the previously 
recited software modules and do not recite any type of hardware. Thus, the recited 
invention of Claims 4, 5, 7, 1 1-32, 35 and 37 is also computer software per se. 

Moreover, as currently recited, Claim 3 is directed to an abstract idea that does 
not produce a useful, concrete and tangible result because the recited subject matter 
fails to produce a result that is limited to having real-world value. In other words, the 
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Claim 3 recites a result that is abstract in nature {e.g., a thought, a computation or 
manipulated data). 

Specifically, Claim 3 provides the abstract results of storing information, without 
previously performing any functions associated with the information, and detecting a 
link. This produced result remains in the abstract and thus fails to achieve the required 
status of having real-world value. 

Claims 5, 1 1-32, 35 and 37 merely recite detecting a link by monitoring 
conditions, manipulating data and calculating scores. None of these functions 
performed by the software yield a tangible result because the functions stop short of a 
practical application. 

Claims 45, 53-59, 72-74 and 78: 

The language of the claims raise a question as to whether the claims are directed 
merely to an abstract idea that would not result in a practical application producing a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 
35U.S.C. 101. 

Claim 45 is directed to an abstract idea that does not produce a useful, concrete 
and tangible result because the recited subject matter fails to produce a result that is 
limited to having real-world value. In other words, the Claim 45 recites a result that is 
abstract in nature (e.g., a thought, a computation or manipulated data). 
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Specifically, Claim 45 provides the abstract results of storing information, without 
previously performing any functions associated with the information, and detecting a 
link. This produced result remains in the abstract and thus fails to achieve the required 
status of having real-world value. 

Claims 53-59, 72-74 and 78 merely recite detecting a link by monitoring 
conditions, manipulating data and calculating scores. None of these functions 
performed by the software yield a tangible result because the functions stop short of a 
practical application. 



Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

9. Claims 1-5, 7, 11, 12, 18, 20, 28, 36, 37, 45-47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 
79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bates et al., U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. US 2002/0133514 A1 (hereinafter, "Bates"). 
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Claim 1: 

Bates discloses an apparatus for checking a link to a target hypertext database, 
said apparatus detecting a logically mismatched link to said hypertext database (see 
Bates, Page 2, paragraph 0020, teaching storing hypertext data, and Page 2, paragraph 
0023, teaching detecting a link mismatch). 



Claim 2: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 1, 
wherein said apparatus detects at least one of the following logically mismatched links: 

• a link having a mismatch between the hyperlink appearing on a source web page 
and a target web page (Bates, Page 4, paragraph 0034, teaching a link having a 
hyperlink that is not readily apparent to a user); 

• a link having a mismatch between the hyperlink appearing on the source web 
page and a target web page having expired content; 

• a link having an inconsistent hyperlink appearing on multiple web pages; 

• a link having a different method of presenting an associated target web page 
than other links on the same web page in the same website; 

• a link having a hyperlink that is not readily apparent to a user; and 

• a link that forms a loop with other links relating to a similar topic. 



Claim 3: 

Bates discloses an apparatus for checking a link, comprising: 
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• an information storing unit which stores information about links (see Figures 1-5; 
see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 Bates discloses this 
limitation in that the link verifying system stores information concerning URLs); 
and 

• a condition detecting unit which detects a logically mismatched link (See Bates, 
Page 2, paragraph 0020 and paragraph 0023). 

Claim 4: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, further 
comprising an information collecting unit which collects information about the links, 
wherein said information storing unit stores said information about the links collected by 
said information collecting unit (See Bates, Figure 2, element 106, and Page 2, 
paragraph 0025). 

Claim 5: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, further 
comprising a candidate providing unit which provides a correction candidate related to 
the logically mismatched link detected by said condition detecting unit (See Bates, 
Figure 5). 



Claim 7: 
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Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 5, further 
comprising a correction reflecting unit which corrects the logically mismatched link (see 
Bates, Figure 5, element 320). 

Claim 11: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, 
wherein said condition detecting unit divides said information about the links into groups 
in accordance with a predetermined condition and detects a subgroup of the groups that 
includes the logically mismatched link (See Bates, Page 4, paragraphs 0039-0042 -* 
Bates discloses these limitations in that the link verifying system stores metadata 
associated with URLs and uses the metadata to contextually verify the URLs. Also, the 
system allows the user to provide specific context terms and negative context terms that 
are used to contextually verify the URLs.). 

Claim 12: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, 
wherein said condition detecting unit detects a link having a mismatch between the link 
and a target web page (See Bates, Figure 5, such as hyperlink target to webpage 
www.whitehouse.com). 

Claim 18: 
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Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 5, 
wherein said condition detecting unit divides said information about the links into groups 
including a major group and a minor group in accordance with a predetermined 
condition and detects said minor group as including the logically mismatched link (See 
Bates, Page 4, paragraph 0039-0042 -* Bates discloses these limitations in that the link 
verifying system stores metadata associated with URLs and uses the metadata to 
contextually verify the URLs. Also, the system allows the user to provide specific 
context terms and negative context terms that are used to contextually verify the 
URLs.). 

Claim 20: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 5, 
wherein said condition detecting unit detects a link having a mismatch between the link 
and a target web page (See Bates, Figure 5, such as hyperlink target to webpage 
www.whitehouse.com). 

Claim 28: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 4, 
wherein said information collecting unit repeatedly collects said information about the 
links, and said information storing unit stores said information collected at different times 
(See Bates, Figure 2, element 106, and Page 2, paragraph 0025 -* Bates discloses 
these limitations in that the link verifying system collects metadata associated with 
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URLs and allows the user to provide specific context terms and negative context terms 
at various times and stores the information for later use in contextually verifying the 
URLs). 

Claim 36: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 1, having 
a link on a target website to be checked (See Bates, Figure 5, such as hyperlink target 
to webpage www.whitehouse.com). 

Claim 37: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, having 
a link on a target website to be checked (See Bates, Figure 5, such as hyperlink target 
to webpage www.whitehouse.com). 

Claims 45 and 46: 

The claims merely recite computer software for performing the same method 
performed by the "apparatus" of Claim 3. Thus, Bates discloses every limitation of 
Claims 45 and 46, as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 3. 

Claims 47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 79: 

Claims 47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 79 merely recite computer software 
for performing the same methods performed by the "apparatus" of Claims 5, 7, 1 1 , 12, 
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18, 20, 23, 28, 36 and 37, respectively. Thus, Bates discloses every limitation of Claims 
47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 79, as indicated in the above rejections for Claims 
5, 7, 11, 12, 18, 20, 23, 28, 36 and 37. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 14, 23 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Bates, in view of Carswell et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 

2002/0065720 A1 (hereinafter, Carswell). 

Claim 14: 

As indicated in the above rejection, Bates discloses every limitation of Claim 3. 

Bates fails to expressly disclose: 
• detecting a link having a mismatch between the hypertext appearing on a source 
web page and a target web page having expired content 
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Carswell teaches an apparatus for checking a link, comprising: 

• a condition detecting unit [that] detects a link having a mismatch between the 
hypertext appearing on a source web page and a target web page having expired 
content (see Page 7, Paragraphs 0098-0100 -> Carswell teaches this limitation 

in that the online promotion system periodically contacts web servers to remove 
expired promotions data and replace it with new promotions data), 

for the purpose of issuing online promotions such as coupons over public computer 

networks (see Page 1 , Paragraph 0008). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the apparatus, disclosed in Bates, to include: 

• detecting a link having a mismatch between the hypertext appearing on a source 
web page and a target web page having expired content, 

for the purpose of issuing online promotions such as coupons over public computer 
networks, as taught in Carswell. 

Claim 23 and 56: 

The claims correspond to the subject matter recited in Claim 14. Thus, Bates, in 
view of Carswell, discloses/teaches every limitation of Claims 23 and 56, and provides 
proper motivation, as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 14. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 38-41 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for the indication of 
allowable subject matter: 

Claim 38: 

The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the combination of limitations recited in 
the claim. 
Claims 39-41: 

These claims are dependent upon Claim 38 and are thus allowable. 

12. Claims 13, 15-17, 19, 21, 22, 24-27, 29-32, 35, 55, 57-59, 61, 63, 64, 66-69, 71- 
74 and 77 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. Also, all objections to and rejections for the claims 
must be obviated before the claims are allowed. 
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The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Claims 13, 15-17, 19, 21, 22, 24-27, 29-32, 35, 55, 57-59, 61, 63, 64, 66-69, 71-74 and 
77: 

The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the combination of limitations recited in 
the claims. 



Response to Arguments 

1 3. Applicant's arguments filed 23 April 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 1-5, 7, 11-32, 45, 53-59, 72-74, and 78 under 
35 U.S.C. 101, Applicant argues that claims 1-5, 7, 11-32, 45, 53-59, 72-74, and 78 are 
not directed to software per se, and therefore are statutory under 35 U.S.C. 101. T he 
Office respectfully disagrees. Claims 1-5, 7, 1 1-32, 45, 53-59, 72-74, and 78, as 
written, merely describe a set of instructions capable of being executed on a computer. 
The claim language fails to define any type of hardware that would serve to execute the 
program instructions. As such, claims 1-5, 7, 11-32, 45, 53-59, 72-74, and 78 are 
directed to non-statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101 . One technique for 
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satisfying the requirements of 35 USC 101 is to claim code residing in memory (i.e., 
hardware), wherein that code produces a tangible result. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 1-5, 7, 11, 12, 18, 20, 28, 36, 45-47, 49, 53, 54, 
60, 62, 65, 70, 78, and 79 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bates, 
Applicant argues that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case for 
anticipation by citing which portions of the patent correspond to the claimed features. 
While Applicant is reminded that the entire reference cited must be considered when 
traversing a claim rejection, the citations for each claim limitation have been revised to 
more clearly articulate the teachings of the prior art as directed to the claim limitations. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 14, 23, and 56 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bates in view of Carswell, Applicant argues that Carswell fails to 
teach detecting a link having a mismatch between the hypertext appearing on a source 
webpage and a target webpage having expired content. The Office respectfully 
disagrees. Carswell teaches an online promotion system that periodically contacts web 
servers to determine if promotional information has expired. In addition to new data and 
new promotion information (See Carswell, Page 7, paragraphs 0098-0100, specifically 
noting paragraph 0100, last line). 
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Conclusion 

14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571) 272-4095. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton, can be reached at (571) 272-4137. 

1 6. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
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information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
LR 
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PRIMARY EXAMINE 



